people and institutions according to whether they asserted Korean chaju (autonomy) and chajon (self-admiration), on the one hand, or dependence on or admiration for China, on the other. As he ably demonstrates, Chosŏn people generally did not understand matters in these terms, or even see membership in the Sinitic cultural and political sphere to be in contradiction to Chosŏn difference.
The book is divided into seven sections, each of which comprises several chapters. It is a long and intricate book, and it is not possible here to give more than a taste of the dominant themes. The discussion begins with an exploration of a key symbol of Qing domination in Chosŏn-the inscribed stele at Samjŏndo in the present-day Songp'a district in Seoul near the Han River, which was raised to commemorate and honor the Qing victory over Chosŏn and the submission of the Chosŏn king to the Qing emperor. Later sections explore such themes as Chosŏn-era debates about local customs and the status of the Korean vernacular (section 2); Chosŏn attitudes toward Manchuria, which many Chosŏn scholar-officials considered to be part of historical Korean territory (sections 3 and 4); Chosŏn responses to the wider world, especially as they related to the new understanding of geography that spread to Chosŏn via Jesuit missionaries based in China (sections 5 and 6); and the continuation of Chunghwa consciousness into the twentieth century by Kim Chŏnggyu (1881 -1953 ) and Yu Insŏk (1842 -1915 , both Confucians who participated in the anti-Japanese military struggle (section 7).
Pae's approach may be well observed in the section 2, where he explores Chosŏn views concerning Chosŏn local character (p'ungt'o) and the relationship it was assumed to have with geography. Chosŏn scholars, in accord with Sinitic traditions of geography, saw the character of a region to be formed by interaction with the geography of a region. China was China in part because of its geographic position at the center of the world. One could be fully devoted to participation in a broader Chunghwa cultural sphere, as indeed were nearly all Chosŏn officials, but still consider nothing wrong with the existence of linguistic or cultural differences between one region and another. For instance, Pae discusses Chosŏn debates concerning the two legendary founding rulers of Korea-Tan'gun and Kija. Tan'gun, the reputed first ruler of the state of Old Chosŏn (traditionally founded in 2333 B.C.), is often contrasted in modern was not seen as a sign of cultural separation from China. On the contrary, one of Hangul's earliest uses was as a tool of language reform to establish a standard pronunciation of Chinese characters used in Korea. Moreover, as Pae explains, early Chosŏn scholar-officials considered it entirely unexceptional for languages to differ, as language, like local rites, were a product of local character, which in turn was a product of geography. It was natural that Chosŏn, as an exterior country (oeguk), should differ from the central country of China, and it could do so without departing from a broader Chunghwa sphere. In fact, despite their cultural affiliation with Chunghwa, Chosŏn scholar-officials were generally uninterested in learning either official spoken Chinese or the Chinese bureaucratic vernacular writing known in Korean as imun.
Because of the immense importance of both for diplomacy, the Chosŏn court made various attempts to encourage a wider knowledge of both among Chosŏn civil officials. During the early Chosŏn, the Chosŏn court had some success in encouraging a number of civil officials to learn spoken Chinese and imun, but knowledge and interest in both declined enormously during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, in part because spoken Chinese was considered merely a technical skill, and in part because it was not key for advancement in the bureaucratic hierarchy.
Thus the subject was largely passed over to a separate class of specialists.
Of course, also influencing the status of vernacular Chinese was the conquest of China by the despised Qing. During the seventeenth century, civil officials became aware of significant changes in the Chinese language of the capital, and by the eighteenth century, changes in the Chinese language were significant enough that it is was deemed necessary to rework the Chinese-language textbooks used in Chosŏn. However, even then, the low status of spoken Chinese bedevilled progress. Yŏngjo (r. 1724-1776), the monarch who ordered the production of new Chinese-language textbooks, also asserted that spoken Chinese was a simple skill that could be mastered with ease. Other civil officials objected on ideological grounds to reworking language textbooks to reflect the spoken Chinese language of the Qing court, since that was seen Of course, by no means were Chosŏn intellectuals uniform in their views on the subject of local customs. As Pae points out (155-160), the immensely influential Song Siyŏl (1607-1689), one of the most prominent seventeenth-century advocates of the view that Chosŏn was the last remnant of the Chunghwa tradition, agreed that the differences between Chosŏn and China could also be explained through geography. At the same time, he thought that it was both possible and desirable to transform the local character of a region. As an example, he pointed to Fujian, which had been a barbarous land originally but was later transformed to the point of A major theme in much historiography concerning Sino-Korean relations, and perhaps one of the most contentious matters in Sino-Korean relations today, is the question of Korea's historical relationship to Manchuria. As discussed by Koreanist Andre Schmid (2002, 224-252) , an important feature of Korean nationalism during the twentieth and twenty-first centuries has been revanchist claims for Korea's supposed ancient territory in Manchuria (or Dongbei, as it is now called in China). Twentieth-century nationalist intellectuals considered this region to be historical Korean territory that had once been ruled by the medieval kingdoms of Parhae and Koguryŏ, and indeed perhaps by Old Chosŏn itself, and they considered it the goal of the Korean nation to restore its lost territory. As Pae points out in chapter 4.2, modern revanchists have predecessors in late Chosŏn scholars, although modern revanchism differs significantly from that of the twentieth century. Some Chosŏn-era scholars, such as Yi Ik (1681 Ik ( -1763 Yi Chonghwi (1731 -1797 did hope for Chosŏn to regain authority over what he considered to be its old Manchurian lands, but his revanchism was distinctly different from the nationalist revanchism of the twentieth century. Yi Chonghwi believed that Chosŏn should regain its Manchurian territory not only because it was ancient Korean territory but also because he considered Chosŏn to be a legitimate representative of Chunghwa and the Qing to be an illegitimate usurper. When the Han, the Tang, or the Ming had been in control over Liaodong, he did not consider the territory to be alienated from Chosŏn, as those dynasties were also representatives of Chunghwa. Only now that the territory was under the control of the usurping Qing, Yi argued, should Chosŏn reassert its claims. Should a legitimate Chinese dynasty replace the Qing, Chosŏn should attempt to convince the new dynasty of its legitimate rights to Manchurian territory, but it would not be in a position to make demands. Yi, in other words, was a revanchist, not on behalf of a Korean nation per se, but on behalf of a wider Chunghwa sphere in which Chosŏn also participated.
In his conclusion, Pae argues that he is not writing an apology for Chosŏn Chunghwa consciousness but merely seeking to make the concerns of Chosŏn history comprehensible to the present day (595-596). Indeed, a great merit of this book is that Pae rarely attempts to push his sources neatly into his argument. He is very much concerned with analyzing the process by which Chosŏn scholars obtained their knowledge. In his discussion of Chosŏn explorations of Manchurian geography in section 4, for instance, he directs much attention to the challenge faced by Chosŏn scholars in merely making sense of the place names themselves. Although frequently both Chosŏn and Qing names for places in Manchuria originated from the same Jurchen original, because Chosŏn used Korean pronunciations and the Qing used Chinese pronunciations when transcribing these names into Chinese characters, the Chinese character versions of the place names used in Chosŏn and the Qing were often so different as to be entirely unrecognizable. At the same time, because Chosŏn scholars could not actually visit the Manchurian territories that interested them, they depended on maps and geographic sources, which frequently disagreed with one another. The Qing geographic sources that they obtained contradicted one another, and also contradicted early Chosŏn geographic sources that often contained places absent in Qing materials. Chosŏn's officials needed to understand Qing place names for numerous reasons, an
